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Response to EPA-1: 
 
 The inconsistencies involving the information presented in the public notice issued by the 
USACE and what is presented in the Draft EIS are related only to a difference in the naming of 
the alternatives routes. The preferred route identified by the applicant in its wetland permit 
application to the USACE is called the Consolidated Corridors Route. This route is referred to as 
the Modified Consolidated Corridors Route in the EIS. The applicant has been involved in 
consultations with the USACE to address the differences in route names used by BHE in its 
permit applications and by DOE in the EIS, and the USACE has indicated that its public notice 
will not be reissued (Clement 2005). 
 
Response to EPA-2: 
 
 In a Presidential permit proceeding, the applicant, rather than DOE, proposes the project. 
In this event, DOE’s proposed action and the range of reasonable alternatives in the EIS for the 
permit generally are consistent with the applicant’s purpose and need and are both practicable 
and feasible. 
 

State regulatory agencies generally have the responsibility for determining whether and 
where an electric transmission line should be built within a State. During the State permitting 
process, the Maine Board of Environmental Protection stated its preference for BHE to construct 
the proposed NRI along a route that would be more closely consolidated with established linear 
corridors (Draft EIS, Section 1.1, page 1-2). Therefore, BHE conducted a stakeholder outreach 
process during which it considered input from Federal, State, and local authorities; Native 
American Tribes; public interest groups; and other stakeholders on route alternatives (Draft EIS, 
Section 2.1.1, page 2-2). On the basis of input from this process and after considering other 
factors, including concerns expressed by the State and local authorities, local zoning and 
planning regulations, cost and engineering criteria, and environmental and land use 
considerations, BHE identified the Modified Consolidated Corridors Route as its preferred 
alternative, and the State of Maine ultimately issued a permit to BHE for construction of the NRI 
along this route. 
 

Here, DOE has selected the Modified Consolidated Corridors Route as its preferred 
alternative for two reasons: first, because it is the applicant’s preferred alternative and second, 
because the State of Maine has issued a permit to BHE for development of the NRI along that 
route. As it happens, this alternative also has the lowest impacts of all of the alternative routes. 
 

DOE has provided discussion on its criteria and considerations in naming a preferred 
alternative in Section 1.4 (page 1-10) of this Comment-Response Addendum. 
 

Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS presents the impact analyses for each of the alternatives 
considered in the EIS. A summary of the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative will 
be presented in the ROD to support DOE’s decision. DOE will announce its final decision in the 
ROD and provide the basis for that decision. 
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Response to EPA-3: 
 

The potential for direct and indirect impacts on natural resources (including wetlands of 
unusual significance) was considered by the applicant throughout its development of the 
alternatives, design of the transmission line components, specification of buffer zones around 
sensitive natural communities, construction methods, and project scheduling. For example, 
wetlands were identified so that wetland crossings, where needed, would be located to minimize 
the span of the wetland crossing and avoid the more environmentally sensitive portions of the 
wetland. Also, much of the clearing and construction activities in the wetlands would be 
conducted in winter when the ground surface is frozen and vegetation is dormant, thus 
minimizing the potential for disturbing soil and vegetation. The mitigation measures developed 
by the applicant that are identified in Section 2.4 (page 2-37) of the Draft EIS include multiple 
measures that specifically target potential indirect impacts, such as those associated with 
potential runoff of herbicides to wetlands. For example, to minimize potential surface soil 
erosion and runoff into nearby surface waters or wetlands, areas disturbed by the establishment 
of new temporary access roads would be regraded to their original contours, seeded, and 
mulched upon completion of their use. In addition, the applicant would not need to construct any 
new access roads to construct the line along the Modified Consolidated Corridors Route and 
Consolidated Corridors Route alternatives. An existing access road crosses one of the identified 
wetlands of unusual significance. This access road is hard-packed soil that would not require any 
upgrades by the applicant. DOE believes that the applicant’s planned mitigation measures would 
effectively minimize wetland impacts to the extent practicable. 
 
Response to EPA-4: 
 

The Draft EIS (Section 4.5.2.1.1, pages 4-15 and 4-16) discusses the potential for 
invasive species introduction and identifies specific invasive species that are of particular 
concern in Maine. The Draft EIS (Section 2.4.2, page 2-39) also discusses the development of 
practices such as cleaning of construction equipment in order to minimize the potential dispersal 
of seeds that may become stuck in tire treads or mud on construction equipment and be 
transported to new, potentially suitable habitats. Surface soil disturbance represents the primary 
avenue for invasive species establishment in areas that have established plant communities. Soil 
disturbance would primarily occur from support structure and AC mitigation installation, staging 
area and substation upgrades, and, if required, establishment of new access roads. To minimize 
the potential for invasive species becoming established in the NRI ROW areas, the Draft EIS 
identifies several mitigation measures (see Sections 2.4.2 [page 2-39] and 2.4.3 [page 2-42]) 
intended to stabilize disturbed areas and thus reduce the potential for invasive species 
establishment. These measures include leaving all ground-level vegetation and stumps in place 
after cutting, no grubbing or clearing of brush in support structure construction areas unless 
leveling of the area is required, the use of wide-track or balloon-tired vehicles in unfrozen 
wetlands, and the use of State-approved seed mixes (that support wildlife use) to restore 
disturbed areas. In addition, performing the majority of the clearing during the winter would 
minimize soil disturbance. 
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Response to EPA-5: 
 

During alternative route planning, the applicant considered minimizing clearing in 
forested wetlands that are not associated with stream corridors. Regardless of the forested 
wetland type, vegetation management within the ROW would be aimed at minimizing contact of 
vegetation with conductors. Thus it would be necessary to remove or top all trees that are 8 to 10 
ft (2.4 to 3.0 m) or taller for reliability requirements. Trying to maintain forested wetlands with 
differential vegetation height throughout the ROW would be unduly complicated and increase 
line reliability risks (Paquette 2005f). Section 2.4 (page 2-37) and Appendix E of the Draft EIS 
identify the requirements for wetland buffers as well as for mitigation measures such as siltation 
fences, erosion control measures, herbicide application constraints, and vehicle movement 
restrictions, that would minimize impacts on wetlands not associated with stream corridors. In 
addition, as much clearing and construction in wetlands as possible would be conducted in 
winter when the wetlands are frozen, thus reducing the potential for impacting wetland 
vegetation and disturbing wetland soils. DOE believes that the applicant’s approach to managing 
forested wetlands within the ROWs would minimize impacts on these resources to the extent 
practicable. 
 
Response to EPA-6: 
 

The applicant’s first priority of ROW management is protecting conductors to ensure the 
reliability of electric power transmission. Nevertheless, DOE believes the ROW management 
approach developed by BHE considers wildlife impacts to the extent practicable. The applicant 
developed construction and post-construction activities to minimize impacts on wildlife habitat 
during construction and to provide stable wildlife habitat during NRI operations (e.g., habitat that 
would require infrequent to no clearing). For example, to minimize impacts on wildlife habitat 
(such as deer wintering yards), siting of the transmission line by BHE was coordinated with the 
MDIFW, while restoration of disturbed areas within the ROW would use seed mixes (such as 
“Strut and Rut”) that provide food for wildlife. The mitigation identified in Section 2.4 
(page 2-37) of the Draft EIS addresses ROW clearing, restoration, and maintenance activities 
and includes measures that would minimize impacts on wildlife habitat to the extent practicable. 
Also see the responses to EPA-2 and EPA-4.  
 
Response to EPA-7: 
 

The siting, construction, and maintenance specifications developed by the applicant for 
the transmission line ROW considered indirect impacts on wetlands. Mitigation measures 
targeting indirect impacts on wetlands, including the use of buffer zones, are identified in 
Sections 2.4.1 (page 2-37), 2.4.2 (page 2-39), and 2.4.5 (page 2-44), while Section 2.3 
(page 2-14) of the Draft EIS provides details regarding buffer zones during ROW clearing, 
construction, and post-construction. The mitigation measures address indirect impacts related to 
erosion and surface runoff, herbicide application, and vehicle traffic. Section E.7 (page E-14) of 
the wetland and floodplain assessment found in Appendix E of the Draft EIS also identifies a 
number of mitigation measures for minimizing indirect impacts on wetlands. These mitigation 
measures are also presented in Section 2.4 (page 2-37) of the Draft EIS. Also see the response to  
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EPA-3. DOE believes that the proposed mitigation measures would adequately minimize impacts 
on all wetland types to the extent practicable. 
 
Response to EPA-8: 
 

DOE believes that the Draft EIS, including the wetland and floodplain assessment 
presented in Appendix E, provides sufficient information to ascertain the nature and magnitude 
of wetland impacts that could be incurred with each alternative route. Including illustrations of 
the specific wetland types would not alter DOE’s conclusions in the Draft EIS with regard to 
wetland impacts. The wetland assessment presented in Appendix E describes the basic wetland 
types that occur within ROWs (using the widely used classification system of 
Cowardin et al. 1979) and also identifies the dominant species associated with these wetlands. As 
discussed in Section 4.5.2.1.7 (page 4-25) and Appendix E of the Draft EIS, wetland impacts 
associated with the construction and maintenance of the proposed transmission line would 
generally involve the conversion of forested wetlands to scrub-shrub or emergent wetlands. This 
impact would result in a change in wetland type and not in loss of wetlands or wetland functions. 
In its siting of the route and the proposed placement of support structures, BHE took into account 
direct and indirect impacts on wetlands so as to avoid or minimize wetland impacts to the extent 
practicable. Thus, DOE has concluded that the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures 
(summarized in Sections 2.4 [page 2-37] and E.7 [page E-14, Appendix E] of the Draft EIS) 
would be effective in minimizing wetland impacts. 
 
Response to EPA-9: 
 

It is not practicable to survey and identify the locations of all vernal pools within or 
adjacent to the alternative corridor routes. A number of conditions must be in place for a 
waterbody to be considered a vernal pool (such as being fishless and used by key amphibian 
species for reproduction). Without specific knowledge of how an individual pool could be 
affected, it would not be possible to identify appropriate mitigation measures. Long-term, 
pool-specific studies would be required to obtain this information. The use of buffer zones and 
the type of vegetation clearing that would occur during ROW construction and maintenance (see 
Section 2.4 [page 2-37] of the Draft EIS) would limit impacts on wetlands, including vernal 
pools, that are within or adjacent to the ROW. Potential impacts on vernal pools within the ROW 
during construction would be temporary (e.g., depending upon the size of the vernal pool, 
establishment of a scrub-shrub habitat surrounding the pool could establish conditions somewhat 
similar to a forested vernal pool). A total of 20 candidate vernal pools were identified during the 
wetland survey for the Modified Consolidated Corridors Route, and none of these pools would 
have support structures located within them (Paquette 2005d). The potential for impacts on 
vernal pools that occur within the ROW would be minimized because clearing and construction 
in wetlands would mostly occur in winter when the ground surface is frozen. Potential impacts 
due to ROW maintenance would be avoided or minimized through herbicide use restrictions in 
and around wetlands with standing water (see Section 2.4 [page 2-37] of the Draft EIS). 
Information on vernal pools has been added to Sections 3.5.3 [page 3-21] and 4.5.2.1.7 
(page 4-25) of the Draft EIS. 
 
 

 2-57 November 2005 



Comments and Responses Northeast Reliability Interconnect FEIS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[This page intentionally blank.] 
 

 2-58 November 2005 



Comments and Responses Northeast Reliability Interconnect FEIS 

Response to EPA-10: 
 

In small vernal pools, predation may increase initially, but once scrub-shrub habitat is 
established, the pool inhabitants would likely be more protected than in a vernal pool within a 
forested habitat with minimal ground cover. Also, the vernal pools within the ROW would not be 
impacted by subsequent developments, and amphibian species may experience less impact than 
occurs in vernal pools contained within areas subject to commercial timber harvesting. This 
information has been added to Section 4.5.2.1.7 (page 4-25) of the Draft EIS. See also the 
response to EPA-9.  
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Response to EPA-11: 
 

DOE believes that sufficient discussion of ROW maintenance is already presented in the 
Draft EIS. The ROW maintenance techniques identified by the applicant are discussed in 
Section 2.3.6 (page 2-35) of the Draft EIS. This section includes discussions of ROW 
inspections, clearing cycles, use of buffers, hand and mechanical clearing, herbicide application, 
and selective cutting that would occur to ensure the reliability of electric power transmission. 
Additional information on ROW clearing is presented in Section 2.3.4.3 (page 2-28) of the 
Draft EIS; Table 2.3-3 (page 2-29) of the Draft EIS summarizes the maintenance cutting 
practices that would take place in different areas of a ROW (e.g., areas with no restrictions and 
within standard stream buffers). Mitigation measures to be used during ROW maintenance are 
presented in Section 2.4.5 (page 2-44) of the Draft EIS. The cleanup of cut vegetation would be 
accomplished in accordance with the Maine Slash Law. While some burning of slash may occur 
during initial ROW clearing, burning would not be used during subsequent periods of ROW 
maintenance. Additional details regarding ROW maintenance techniques may be found in the 
permit application submitted by BHE to the Maine Department of Environmental Protection. 
 
Response to EPA-12: 
 

DOE will consider these and all mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIS in 
reaching a decision on the proposed action. Any mitigation measures DOE believes are required 
would be identified in the ROD and incorporated by reference in a Presidential permit 
amendment, if granted. The mitigation measures identified in Section 2.4 (page 2-37) and 
Appendices E and G of the Draft EIS are also included within the applicant’s State permit 
application. However, it is not within the scope of the EIS or the authority of DOE to dictate 
what mitigative measures are included in other Federal or State agency permits that the applicant 
is required to obtain. 
 
Response to EPA-13: 
 

No post-construction wildlife monitoring by the applicant is planned. However, line 
routing decisions and mitigation measures were developed by the applicant, in part, to minimize, 
to the extent practicable, impacts on wildlife during all phases of the proposed action (clearing, 
construction, operation, and maintenance). The ROW corridors were sited to avoid, to the 
maximum extent practicable, impacting significant wildlife habitats (e.g., wading bird and 
waterfowl areas, deer yards, and bald eagle nests) and important, unique, or sensitive natural 
communities or habitats (see Section 2.4.1 [page 2-37] of the Draft EIS). Mitigation measures 
protective of wildlife during ROW clearing and construction include avoidance of activities near 
active bald eagle nests, establishment of buffers around wetland and riverine habitats, 
walk-throughs by project staff and applicable third-party representatives of any clearing or 
construction areas near or in sensitive natural areas, and seasonal construction restrictions to 
minimize disturbance of nesting wildlife (see Section 2.4.2 [page 2-39] of the Draft EIS). 
Post-construction mitigation measures protective of wildlife and their habitats include the timely 
restoration of disturbed areas, revegetation using State-approved seed mixes that provide for 
wildlife use, the use of ball markers on shield wires at key water courses, herbicide use 
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restrictions, and the seasonal restriction of vegetation maintenance activities using motorized 
equipment in moderate- and high-value waterfowl and wading bird breeding and nesting habitats 
(see Section 2.4.5 [page 2-44] of the Draft EIS). The ROW corridor would be monitored by the 
applicant or its contractors to ensure that appropriate mitigation measures are implemented. 
Therefore, DOE believes that the mitigation measures and ROW maintenance practices 
developed by the applicant would minimize impacts on wildlife species during and after ROW 
construction to the extent practicable. 
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Response to M&N-1: 
 
 DOE is aware that BHE and Maritimes have been working cooperatively to design AC 
mitigation for the M&N gas pipeline. It is expected that the AC mitigation for the pipeline would 
be installed by Maritimes before the NRI is energized.  
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